The tremendous growth of the strategic management field has not mitigated the problem of lack of consistency in terminology. To make things even worse, general-purpose catalogs, such as ABI and Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) have developed inconsistent lists of strategy terms. The phenomenon weakens the legitimacy of the field as a normal science. Based on extensive review of business indices and high quality business journals, we help address this problem by proposing a taxonomy for strategic management scholars to use in key word selection. This effort is rendered in a three-step approach. First, we identify terms associated with strategy by investigating two different types of databases, which are general indices such as ABI/INFORM and the Permuterm Subject Index (PSI) and journal indexes. Second, we record an explicit definition for each of the terms identified. Finally, we eliminate any terms that were clearly not relevant to the field of strategy based on criteria established ex post selection of the terms. To complement our key word selections, we further propose a preliminary draft of an indexing system based on the Journal of Economics (JEL) model. Taken together, our research proposes a mechanism which can be used by the strategic management field to help researchers signal the subject and scope of their studies more effectively. 
Introduction
Milton Leontiades" (1982) article, "The Confusing Words of Business Policy," discussed the lack of consistency in strategy and business policy terminology and called for increased uniformity. He considered clarification important for two reasons. First, it would create a common language and thus enable researchers to communicate the results of their scholarly endeavors with greater clarity (Nicolai & Dautwiz, 2010) . Second, it would aid in defining areas or streams of strategy research (Ronda-Pupo & Guerras-Martin, 2012) . If terms were confusing in 1982, the proliferation of new variants can only be characterized as chaotic in the time since, as the strategic management field has experienced a series of paradigm shift (Hoskisson, Hitt, Wan, & Yiu, 1999) Fostering confusion is the absence of any agreed upon taxonomy for research topics. Defining and calling for needed research is difficult without a common framework. Other disciplines, such as economics and medicine for example, have well developed classifications schemes to track and access literature. Management science in general, and strategy in particular, would benefit greatly if a taxonomy was available. Otherwise, it would be difficult for the strategic management field to truly achieve the legitimate status of normal science (Kuhn, 2012) .
In the absence of a common taxonomy, general-purpose catalogs, such as ABI and Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) have developed inconsistent lists of strategy terms. Adding even more confusion, various strategy-oriented journals produce their own, unique annual indexes. Historically, most journals" indexing was inconsistent from year-to-year and varied with changes in editorial staffs. More recently, the explicit indexing of journals" contents by editors has by-in-large come to an end with the ubiquity of electronic search tools (Schendel, 2006) . While electronic searches increase the size of the net cast (i.e., "sensitivity" in statistical terms), the exactness (i.e., "specificity") is much lower in identifying articles that are likely to be relevant. As a result, searching for relevant strategy research materials becomes more difficult in some instances.
The purpose of this paper is to propose a taxonomy for strategic management studies. To achieve these goals this paper has three main parts. First, a discussion of the need for unified research taxonomy is presented. Second, the major terms relating to the strategy field are distilled from business indices and high quality business journals. Particular attention is given to terms that include some form of the word strategy. In addition, a review of the historic systems used by management journal editors for classifying strategy literature is also provided in this section. Third, a preliminary draft of a proposed indexing system is presented based on the Journal of Economics (JEL) model.
The single biggest advantage to modeling the strategy classification scheme after the economic tradition is convenience. Also, a great deal of strategy theory is grounded in economics, further facilitating the adaptation process. Finally, the JEL system is structured so that a single code conveys several layers of information. A taxonomy designed in this fashion ISSN 2157 -6068 2014 allows for different streams of literature to evolve with only slight additions to the existing system.
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Background
As the discipline of strategy grew in popularity many areas of business management research took an interest. One popular method for fields such as marketing and human resources to take part in the phenomena was to simply add a strategic component to their own areas (Barry & Elmes, 1997) . Much of this growth occurred prior to the renaming of the domain from "Business Policy" to "Strategy", which began to take place with the publication of Strategic management: A new view of business policy and planning (Schendel & Hofer, 1979) .
It is interesting to note that the acceptance of "strategy" as the designation for the field occurred without any common definition of strategy itself. Later, Leontiades (1982) argued to restrict the scope of the term; "Strategy is a very important element of planning and in some cases may be the dominant element. But strategy is part of the process and not the whole of it" (p. 46). Nevertheless, most authors took a broader approach and accept Chandler"s (1962) interpretation that, "Strategy can be defined as the determination of the basic long-term goals and objectives of an enterprise, and the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of resources necessary for carrying out these goals" (p. 13).
In fact, Mintzberg (1978) used the Chandler" quote to describe intended strategies, which are contrasted with realized strategies. He asserted that:
Strategy in general, and realized strategy in particular, will be defined as a pattern in a stream of decisions (where a decision is defined as a commitment to action, usually a commitment of resources). In other words, when a sequence of decisions in some area exhibits a consistency over time, a strategy will be considered to have formed. (p. 935, emphasis present in original) By further partitioning the concept of strategy, Mintzberg intended to further operationalize the definition. However, wide agreement has not materialized as Venkatraman and Grant (1996) note, "It is especially disconcerting to find that there exists no widely accepted operational meaning for the term strategy" (p. 71).
Given that scholars are unable to reach agreement on a simple definition of strategy, it is little wonder that no common mapping of the discipline"s elements has been achieved. When Mintzberg (1990) classified strategy into ten schools he concluded that, "A fuller integration of these schools must await a more intensive consideration of the empirical research" (p. 108). Concomitant with the increased interest in strategy has been a growth in the many terms used to classify published work. Beyond the simple debate of an appropriate designation for a field of study, the concepts associated with strategy are proliferating at a rapid rate. For example, in 1992, the Academy of Management Review's (AMR) index of topics had seven terms that included some form of the word strategy (Becker, 1982) . By 1998, the index had grown to include 17 different uses of the term strategy (Young, 1998) . ISSN 2157 -6068 2014 This growth is attributable, in part, to increasing interest in the field, which is also reflected in the number of articles dedicated to the topic of strategy in management journals. The Strategic Management Journal (SMJ) has grown from seven to twelve issues annually since 1990 to accommodate the increased production of quality research in the field (Schendel, 1995) . Additionally, from 1992 to 1998 the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ) articles indexed using some form of the term strategy, rose from 19 to 30 percent (McAllister, 1998; White, 1992) . The expansion in AMR was even more dramatic with an increase from 21 to 51 percent over the same period (Becker, 1982; Young, 1998) . These indicators of increased interest in the field of strategy are conservative since many terms related to strategy are not considered in this count, such as competitive advantage, core competencies, and resource-based theory.
Business Management and Strategy
Methods
In order to achieve this project"s primary goal, of developing a standard taxonomy, it was first necessary to identify the major areas of research in the literature and the terms used in their descriptions. The key word strategy was used to identify terms in several high quality journals that cover a variety of business disciplines.
The method for identifying terms included three steps. The first involved identifying terms associated with strategy. Second, an explicit definition for each of the terms was then recorded. Finally, criteria were established post hoc to eliminate any terms that were clearly not relevant to the field of strategy. The first and second steps are interrelated with the third since the frequency of use of a phrase serves, as one criterion for inclusion, while the ability to accurately define a concept is a critical part of the evaluation criteria. Two different types of databases were examined to compile the terms -general indices and journal indexes.
General Indices
There were two general indexing systems used to build an initial list of "strategy" phrases. The two indices are structured very differently. The ABI/INFORM has a hierarchical system for arranging key terms. The Permuterm Subject Index (PSI) (1997) is a bound source that evaluates and pairs significant words in the title of every cataloged article.
ABI/INFORM evaluates and indexes journal articles without any direct input from authors. It has six major classification codes: business environment, management function, industry, market, article treatment (company or product specific), geographic, and organizational codes (multinational or diversified). Coupled with this schema is a controlled vocabulary. The 1998 lexicon was examined for this paper. Within the word list are several types of references including the authorized terms, synonymous concepts, and related terms. These relational terms are valuable because they indicate the index editors" perceptions of the field of strategy.
The PSI, on the other hand, uses very little editorial discretion in developing its index. In PSI, every significant word in a title is paired with every other significant word in the title. Therefore, the authors implicitly have far greater input into this index compared to 1997, 1998 *Journals appear in order of ranking in Park and Gordon"s (1996) article (p. 114).
Compare to other journals, Strategic Management Journal (SMJ) scored very high on both bibliometric indices of quality used in Park and Grodon"s (1996) ratings (the ratio of total citations in a year to all articles ever published, and ratio of citations to articles in the previous two years divided by the number of articles). This journal was selected for extensive review because it compiles an exhaustive subject index every five years and is dedicated to the study of strategy. In addition, authors are allowed to select the key words originally used to classify their papers. The SMJ staff also added its own indexing words to each article. This provides a consistent retrospective review of concepts and terms facilitating the identification of key terms.
The most recent special index issue covered Volumes 11-15, 1990 Volumes 11-15, -1994 . Due to the elapsed time since the last special index issue, the key terms from 1995 -1998 annual indices were also evaluated.
The remaining journals were reviewed for the two most recent complete years available (1997 and 1998 An important goal of this research was to identify the original usage of key terms and contrast them with the current usage. Therefore, when an article cited a key term and referenced it to an originating author, the original citation was obtained. When an article directly quoted a definition from a previous publication, that quotation, including citation, were used. For example, Thomas and Venkatraman (1988, p. 538) credit Hunt with coining the term "strategic groups" and provided the following excerpt: "he (Hunt) defined it as: "A group of firms within an industry that are highly symmetrical...(and) the personal views and preferences for various possible outcomes…" (Hunt, 1972, p.28) ". If during the identification of the indexed term another phrase using the word strategy was defined, it too was cataloged 1 .
The method of following terms back to their originators had three distinct benefits. First, it expanded the scope of the review beyond the original six journals selected. Second, by embedding original quotes within the works of subsequent authors it dated the phrase for future researchers. Third, it reduced the potential exclusion bias by increasing the scope of review.
Limitations
The main limitation of the study is that the journals that contained only title indices (ASQ in particular and MS) may not be adequately represented. HBR posed a different set of concerns since it subject categorized titles and is directed toward a managers rather than researchers. The subject categorization removes many authors from the process and substitutes a few editors. This presents two problems. First, the authors may be better qualified to classify their own work. Second, it may have reduced the number of ways an article is cross-referenced.
The three phases of research met with varying degrees of success. Evaluating the various indices indicated that little attention has been given to the systematic organization of the strategy field. The journal indexes provided a great deal more information and constituted the foundation of this study. Finally, the inclusion criterion for term use frequency is straightforward, however, the use of only indexed terms would have been too restrictive to make the glossary of significant interest. Therefore, any clearly defined use of the term strategy encountered was included in the glossary although not necessarily considered in the discussion.
The ABI/INFORM system was by far the most convenient search engine to use.
1 A complete glossary of the definitions and quotes compiled may be obtained from the authors. ISSN 2157 -6068 2014 Unfortunately, its simplicity generated a limited number of searchable terms. In fact, the only terms related to strategy were strategic business units, strategic planning, strategic management, and strategy. Other related terms included competitive advantage and long-range planning. The extraordinary scarcity of terms in the ABI/INFORM system was in stark contrast to the PSI.
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The PSI (1997) contained more than five full pages presenting various combinations of the term strategy with other words. Nearly every relative term indexed in the major journals appeared somewhere in the SSCI. In addition to the relative terms, a huge number of unrelated expressions that merely had the word strategy somewhere in their title also were included. The large number of unrelated expressions made the use of the PSI impractical for this study.
Results
The review of the most recent years" SMJ (95-98), AMJ (97-98), HBR (97-98), and AMR (97-98) yielded 66 different terms using some form of the word strategy (see Table 2 ). Altogether there are 288 references to articles. However, the actual number of articles was considerably smaller since many were cited multiple times. There were 23 terms that met the initial inclusion criteria of three or more citations. Ultimately, 50 terms and numerous definitions entered the glossary. The glossary is far from exhaustive, however, and many of the terms have already achieved consensual definitions. Nevertheless, in the interest of comprehensiveness, no definition once identified was removed.
Of the 66 major terms used among all of the journals, SMJ used 52 over a four-year period. SMJ and AMR each averaged 19 different citation terms per year. However, AMR made use of links within the index thus inflating its overall count. AMJ and HBR used only nine and two indexing categories respectively in 1998. Of the 66 major terms only 23 met the relatively modest threshold of being used more than three times, there is clearly a need to analyze the classification criteria used for journal articles.
A common understanding of how the strategy literature is organized is urgently needed and the current ad hoc method, in which each journal employs its own methodology, only increases the confusion. As of yet no system has been proposed. Therefore, introduction of a standard taxonomy may be most beneficial in achieving Leontiades"s original objectives.
Indexing Proposal
A great deal of the confusion in the strategy field begins with the lack of parsimony in the selection of key words. The development of an agreed upon classification system would make strategy research indexing much more uniform and useful.
A method for developing and refining such a classification system is the purpose of the remainder of this paper. Adopting the schema from another discipline may be the simplest and quickest route to developing a classification system for strategy publications. The Journal of Economic Literature (JEL) employs a well-developed system that is widely used ISSN 2157 -6068 2014 Journals selected based on Park and Gordon"s (1996) evaluation of tenure value. Two of the top tier journals, Administrative Science Quarterly and Management Science, are omitted since they only index by author and title. * With several subheadings also listed. ** See content *** A complete glossary of definitions with citations is available from the authors The two major limitations are artifacts of the alphabet"s size and the number of Arabic numerals available. The alphabetic limitation could be easily overcome by adding a letter to the first tier designators. However, allowing this to happen would be unadvisable for two reasons. First it defeats the purpose of developing the most parsimonious system possible. Second, if other areas of business were to adopt this proposal, that would be the appropriate time to add a second letter to indicate different disciplines.
The numeric restriction is also desirable since it limits the number of possible subheadings to eight (10 numerals minus 0 and 9). Therefore, any second or third-tier category that has more than eight major components will have to be further subdivided at a higher level. The "other" categories, indicated by the number nine, serve as a valuable marker in the maintenance of the system. Disproportionate numbers of articles being classified in the "other" categories may indicate a dedicated stream of literature that needs to be added to the index. Nevertheless, it remains to be seen whether this restraint will create major problems with the final listing, it is only a minor concern in the draft proposal.
The draft proposal has nine first-level categories, 64 second-tier headings, and 117 third degree classes. It is important to remember that the second and third levels often have "general" and "other" headings, thus inflating their counts. When convenient the letters assigned to the major headings match their titles. There are four significant exceptions. The letter "A" is dedicated to General Strategy, Teaching, and Publication. "B" is used to designate the History of Strategy Thought. In addition to general and history classifications, it is logical that every business discipline should have Qualitative and Quantitative Research Methods and Theories sections. Therefore, these two areas are indicated using the letters "Q" and "T" respectively. In fact, research methods did appear twice in the index review under strategic management (5 citations) and strategy process (7 citations). The other five broad areas in the schema were selected based on the index and literature reviews.
The entire draft proposal is contained in Table 3 . The four headings mentioned previously are generic to most social sciences and no further explanation will be offered here. The remaining five will certainly prove to be more controversial.
C -Competitive Advantage, despite appearing infrequently in the recent indexes of major strategy journals, is nevertheless a major area of research. For example, SMJ"s five-year index (Schendel, 1995) had nearly 30 articles directly attributed to competitive or sustained advantage. In many respects this is the essence of strategy. Concepts such as mergers, acquisitions (7 citations), and divestiture, which do appear frequently, may be included in this classification.
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ISSN 2157-6068 2014, Vol. 5, No. 1 D -Decision-Making, on the other hand, did appear 18 times (see Table 2 ). Further, several authors (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992; Rajagopalan, Rasheed, & Datta, 1993; Schwenk, 1990) have sought to organize this literature into related streams of research. Their conclusions are also incorporated into the schema and noted accordingly. E -Environment also failed to be mentioned regularly in the most recent sets of indexes. However, the debate between determinism and choice centers around environmental issues. Further, the volumes of literature dedicated to Industry and TOWS (threats, opportunities, weaknesses, and strengths,) analysis warrant inclusion in some area. An environmental category meets these needs.
P -Performance and S -Structure are the last two major headings proposed in this draft classification. Performance is closely related to the research methods category since it is often the measurement of performance that confounds strategy studies. But, because of the very importance of agreement on these measures it warrants its own heading. The relationship between strategy and structure is so significant that little explanation is necessary. The category does make a convenient home for sub-headings such as Mergers, Acquisitions, and Divestiture (S3), Alliances (S4), and Stakeholders (S5). There are two general concerns regarding the proposed system. First, should major categories be orthogonal? In the draft system, Mergers, Acquisitions, and Divestiture appears twice (C7 and S3 in Table 3 ). It is possible, and perhaps desirable to limit the use of any category to one group. For example, if acquisition is confined to structure, and an author wants to discuss it relative to competitive advantage they would select S3 and C0 to convey this relationship. The second concern is that draft system has more terms than the sum of the indexed journals.
However, consider the more comprehensive index prepared by SMJ. The five-year version issued in 1994 contains 36 pages of indexing and hundreds of different entries, some with only minor variations. This proposal would be considerably more parsimonious than that alternative. Further, this research only considered terms containing the word strategy. It is difficult to determine how many other citations may have been included otherwise. Nevertheless, SMJ"s version is superior if a researcher is looking for only one very specific article. An author"s name search would suffice in this case. In addition, in journals where the editors provide the annual indexing there is the distinct possibility of misclassification.
One natural advantage of the proposed system is that its constraints will automatically serve to identify major streams of literature. For example, it is very likely that the two areas may warrant their own major headings --content and process. In the current proposal they are placed under the general heading. To determine the appropriate categories some form of consensus is desirable.
Recommendations and Conclusions
The Delphi process, a common research method for developing consensus, is desirable for three reasons. The primary objective is to develop the best strategy taxonomy possible, one that is comprehensive yet parsimonious. It is unlikely any single individual could do so in a timely fashion. Therefore, involving the best minds in management science is logical. Second, having scholars accept the schema is as important as developing it thoroughly. Participation in the development process should facilitate its acceptance by scholars. Third, there is a modification to the Delphi method that may heighten interest in the project and hasten its completion.
Using decision support software in the Delphi process may provide several advantages. The immediacy of the Internet eliminates the need for numerous rounds of mailings traditionally used to reach consensus. The software also removes the potential biases introduced as the mediator consolidates iterative rounds of Delphi surveys. Further, the software gives participants continual feedback regarding the level of consensus achieved. For the purpose of this project, members may decide that consensus is not necessary on every issue and choose to select an acceptable level of agreement There is an urgent need to organize the literature in strategy. To accomplish this it was first necessary to identify the major content areas that have been developed by scholars. Next, a preliminary classification system has been developed, presented, and explained. Finally, it is recognized that the proposed system is an initial draft and should be widely discussed and carefully refined.
